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( Part 1 


BEFORE SHRI P.N. THUKRAL , PRESIDING OFFICER , INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL , 

HARYANA , FARIDABAD 


Application No. 42/2 of 1969 under section 33A1 


he Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 


tween 


SHRI D.C. PUNJ, WORKMAN AND THE MA 


I ., 


GEMENT OF M / S GOODYEAR INDIA , 
. , BALLABGARH 


Presenti 


Shri Khushinder Singh , for the workman . 


Shri Brij Bans Kishore with Shri K.P. Aggarwal, for the management . 


AWARD 


ruis is a complaint under section 33A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, filed by Shri D.C. Punj 
an ex -employee of Mis Goodyear India , Ltd., Ballabgarh . It is alleged that the complaint juined the service 
of the respondent concern in the year 1961 as a workman at an hourly wage rate of 55 paise per hour. It is 
further alleged that the complainantwas an active worker of the union and on 27th March , 1968 he was dec 
Jared as a protected workman by the Good year Employees Vaion Red, Ballabgarh and was duly recogni 
sed as suca by tay ta wigement but his services were wrongly terminated on 20th December , 1968 although 
an industrial dispute was then punding between the workman and the management of the respondent concern 
in this Tribunal which was registered as Reference No. 42 of 1968. It is alleged that the management had 
failed to obtain the express permission of the Tribunal under section 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act before 
terminating the services of the complainant and this action of the management was wrong , illegal and contrary 
to the provisions of law . It is , therefore , prayed that the order ofthe management terminating the services of 
of the complainant be quashed . 

Notice of this application was given to the management of M /s Goodycar India , Ltd., Ballabgarh and 
and they have filed a written reply . It is pleaded that the present complaint under Section 33A of the Indus 
trial Disputes Act is not in the prescribed form because it has not been filed in triplicate in form (I) as laid down 
by the rule. It is further pleaded that sub - rules 59 (2) and (3) of rules 59 ofthe Industrial Disputes (Punjab ) 
Rule, 1958 lay down that the complaint should be verified by the workman concerned and the person verify 
ing it should specify by reference to the numbered paragraphs of the complaint what he verifies from his own 
knowledge and what he verifies upon information received and believed to be true . and these sub - rules hai . 
also not been complied with , The complaint is also said to be difective because it does not indicate the place 
at which it was signed . Da merits it is pleaded that on 2nd January , 1962 the complainant Shri D.C. Punj 
was promoted as Salaried Shift Supervisor and on 1st June , 1964 he was further promoted as a Shift Foreman . 
It is plcaded that on 20th December , 1968 when the services of the complainant were terminatud he was hold 
ing the status of a fulfledged Foreman drawing a salary of Rs 655 P.M.and therefore he could not be treated 
as a workman as defined under Section 2 (s) of the Industrial Disputes Act and so the question of declaring 
him as a protected workman or recognising him as such did not arise. The termination of his services is there 
fore said to be legal. 


In order to meet the preliminary objections raised on behalf of the management that the complainant 
was not in the prescribed form and was not duly verified as required by the rules, the workman filed a fresh 
application in the prescribed form against which the management have also filed their objection . The plead 
ings of the parties gave rise to the following issues : 


1. Whether the present application is competent in view of the previous application under section 

33A which is still pending ? 


2. Whether the present application can not be entertained because the applicant has not proved 

the contravention of section 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act ? 


3. Whether the applicant is a workman within the meaning of clause (s) of section 2 of the Industrial 

Disputes Act ? 


After the evidence of the parties had been recorded and the arguments heard , it was found that the 
complainant had pleaded that he was a protected workman and the management had denied this fact but no 
issue to cover this pointhad been framed . Accordingly the following additional issue was framed ,-- vide order 
dated 6th January , 1970 . 


Whether the complainant Shri D.C , Punj was protected workman ? 
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Further opportunity was given to the parties to produce their cvidence The further evidence proi. 
duced by the pirties has been recorded and I have heard their learned representatives , My findings are as 
under : 

Issue No. 1. - The learned representative of the management did not advance any arguments on this 
issue . Obviously the right of the workman to get his case tried on merits can not be defeated simply 
because the first application filed by him was not on the prescribed form or not duly veri 
fied as required by the rules. In view of the fresh application filed by the workman in order to meet the tech 
nical objections reaised on behalf of the management, the first application can be treated as with drawn and 
rejected and the fresh application which is in the prescribed form and duly verified must be tried on marits. 1 . 
therefore , find this issue in favour of the workman . 


was 


Issue No. 2. The case of the complainant is that he was a protected workman and the provisions of 
section 33 have been contravend in as much as the management have terminated his services without prior 
permission of this Tribunal. The learned representative of the management conceded that if the complainart 
is hold to be a protected workman then the present complaint would be competent. This position is corriet. 
find this issue accordingly . 


Issue No. 3 .-- The main point raised on behalf of the management is that the cumplainant Shi: D.C. 
Pun ; was employed in a Suporvisory capacity and was drawing wages exceeding Rs 500 P.M. atile time his 
services were terminated , and therefore he could not be termedas a workman as defined in caluse ( s) of Section? 
2 of the Industrial Disputes Act 1947. The definition of workman as given in clause (s) is it , uider : 


“ Workman " means any person ( including an apprentice) employed in any industry to do any killed 

or unskilled manual, supervisory, technical or clerical work for hire or reward , whether 
the terms of employment be expressed or implied , and for the purposes of any proceedings 
under this Act in relation to an industrial dispute , includes any such person who has been 
dismissed , discharged or retrenched in connection with , or as a consequence of that dispute or 
whose dismissal, discharge or retrenchment has led to that dispute , but does not include 

any such person : 
(1) who is subject to the Army Act, 1950 , or the Air Forces Act, 1950 or the Navy (Discipline ) 

Act, 1934 ; or 


( ii) who is employed in the police service or as an officer or other employee of a prison ; or 
(iii) who is employed mainly in managerial or adninistrative capacity ; or 
(iv) who, being employed in a supervisory capacity , draws wages exceeding five hundred rupees 

per mensem or exercises either by the nature of the duties attached to the office or by reason 

of the powers vested in him , functions mainly of a managerial nature" . 
It is submitted on behalf of the management that the case of the whiplain falls under sub -vljuse 
(iv) of clause (s) as reproduced above and so he could ilut be considered to be a workman . Arunding to 
management the complainant has been working as a Shift Foreman from 16th July . 1965 onwards and his 
basic salary was R $ 655 per mensem . The management have filed a chari showing how the production in 
the factory is controlled by the Supervisory aff. According to the chart the Production Superintendent is the 
Head and he is assisted by two Divisional Foremen who have under then Shili forenen . The Shui Forenier 
have Shift Supervisors under them and Shifi Supervisirs contruite wurkno, Shri L.E. Schlit, Personnel 
Manager of the respondent concern has appeared as " it s and has been examined i M.W.1. He has 
proved the wage slips Exhibit M.W.IT W Exhibit M.W.T 3 which shus thai the base salary of the com 
blainant in the months of September 1968 in Minumber.1968 was Rs 615 por mensem . Exbibi M.W.1/4 
which is a copy of the Factory General Leller . dilud - Ociuhur. 196.7 ww : thui the complainani Sliri D.C. 
Punj along with Sarvshri K.L. Sehgaland J. Kusana were appointed as Supervisors i Deparuert No. 43 ind 
:hey were to work under the Shifi Forn. Exhibit 1.W.1510 Exhibit M.W. I are also cipiowi ili 
Factory General Letters . Exhibit M.W.16 shorts that Shri D.C. Punj replaced Shri Vinnihal Singh its Shirt 
Foreman with effect from 1st June , 1967, Exhibit 1.W.1 :7sus that Shri D. ( . Puni, along with Surufiri 
D.R. Tyagi and P.S. Chopra were Shiti Foremen in Division 1. The original application of the compluinnt 
Exhibit M.W. 1/8 has been filed . It bears the signatures of the womplainant in which he has siled him ul! 
is Supervisor of Department No. 43. Individual Performance Appraisal and Review Forms marhed Exhibi! 
M.W. 1/9 to Exhibit M.W.1/13 have been filed . In Exhibit M.W. 19 the complainunt has been designated as 
Supervisor and his performance has been appraised by Shri J. Zemli . In f xhibit M.W.1/ 10 the complainant 
has been designated as Salaried Shift Foreman and his work has lozen prruised by Shri W. Miller. In Exhibit 
M.W.1/11 the complainant is designated as Shili Foreman oi Division A and his performance has been 
Appraised by Shri S.S. Malia . The form Exhibil M.W.111? relace to Shri Gomild Slunos Salaried Supervisor 
and his performance has been appraised by the complainant Shri D.C. Punj. The form Exhibit M.W. 1/13 
relates to Shri K.L. Sehgal another Salaried Supervisor and his perti mances has also been appraised by the 
domplainant. Exhibit M.W.1/14 details major job responsibilities of ile amplainant in his capacity as Shift 
Foreman of Division A. The witness has also proved the leave request forms Exihibit M.W. 1/15 10 Exhibit 
M.W. 1/17 which have been recommended by the complainant in his capacity as Supervisor, 
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The complainant has not seriously challenged the correctness of the above documentary evidence. 
In his evidence the complainant has simply stated that he was employed in the respondent concern as a 
workman in June , 1961 and he had never previously worked in any Rubber Factory and he took his training 
from Mr. Snidr (Labour Trainer). The complainant says that even after promotion as a foreman his job was to 
train the workmen , fill the time sheets and check the charts and that he had to work with his own hands in 
order to train the workmen . It is thus proved even by the evidence of the complainant himself that after his 
promotion as a Foreman his primary job was not to do the work himself and his job was to supervise the work 
of other workmen and thus he was in every sense a Foreman doing supervisory duty and since his salary was 
more than Rs 500 per month . his case clearly fell under sub - clause ( iv ) of clause (s) of Section 2 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act and therefore it cannot be said that he fell within the definition of a workman so long as he 
continued to work as a Foreman . 


It is however in the evidence of the management themselves that the complainant was working on a 
special assignment in December, 1968 when his services were terminated . Shri L.E. Schlosser M.W. 1 says that 
special assignment of the complainant was to check the machine charts , time sheets, pay rolls rackets against 
piece workers operators and to check the miss booking of piece work earnings. Shri Schlosser says that the 
complainant was required to co -ordinate his findings with production , time keepers, pay rolls and the production 
Director although he continued to be designated as a Foreman . The learned represenative of the management 
vehemently argued that the complainant did not revert to the category of workmen simply because he was given 
special assignment because he continued to be designated as a Foreman and his salary was more than Rs 500 . 
I am afraid it is not possible to accept this contention . In order to determine whether an employee is 
per forming a supervisory job , we have to examine the actual nature of the work performed by him and 
we have not to see to the mere paper designation . I have discussed in detail the nature of the work which 
was being done by he complainant during the time he was actually performing the duty of the Foreman and have 
come to the conclusion that he was then performing supervisory duty . The details of the work which was re 
quired to be done by the complainant when he was put on the special assignment clearly show that the com 
plainant was no longer required to perform any supervisory duty. He had no workman working under him 
whose work he was required to supervise. The special assignment of the complainant simply required him to 
check the machine charts , time sheets , pay rolls etc. I am , therefore , clearly of the view that the complainant 
cannot be said to be performing any supervisory duty when he was given the special assignment and that he 
fell within the definition of the workman when he was given the special assignment although his salary then 
was more than Rs 500 per mensem . I, therefore, find this issue in favour of the workman . 


Issue No. 4. - It is submitted on behalf of the management that the complainant could not be regar 
ded as a protected workman because the Goodyear Employees Union of which the complainant claims to be 
an office bearer is not a union recognised by the management and secondly under sub -rule (2) of Rule 61 of the 
Industrial Disputes (Punjab) Rules, 1958, it is the prorogative of the management to communicate their accep 
tance of the names of the employees who are to be treated as protected workmen and Shri Punj has not been 
recognised as such by the management. In my opinion under the circumstances of this case there is no 
force in any of these submissions. The complainant Shri Punj is the Senior Vice President of the Goodyear 
Employees Union and the President of the union , vide his letter dated 27th March , 1968 , copy marked Exhibit 
W.W.4 /3 informed the Registrar of Trade Unions that Shri Punj along with other officer bearers whose names 
were mentioned in serial Nos. 1 to 7 of the letter in question be treated as protected workmen . A copy of this 
letter was also sent to the management as also to the Labour Commissioner , Conciliation Officer and the Labour 
Inspector. The management never informed the union that they had any objection against accepting Shri 
Punj or any other office bearer of the union as a protected workman . 


man . 


I am 


The management in the written statement have pleaded that Shri Punj did not fall within the dcfi 
nition of a workmen given in clause (s) of section 2 of the Industrial Disputes Act and so the question of accep 
ting him as a protected workman did not arise. The objection that the Goodyear Employees Union was not 
recognised by the management and therefore no office bearer of this union could be treated as a protected 
workman was never taken in the written statement. The learned representative of the management has also 
not cited any rule or authority in support of the proposition that before any workman can be treated as a pro 
tected workman he must be a member of a union which is recognised by the management and if it does not 
please them to recognise the union then no member of that union can claim to be treated as a protected work 

therefore of the opinion that there is no force in the objection that Shri Punj cannot be treated as 
a protected workman because the Goodyear Employees Union has not been recognised by the management. 

As regards the objection that Shri Punj could not be regarded as a protected workman because the 
management did not communicate their acceptance of the names recommended by the union who were to be 
treated as protected workmen , I am of the opinion that the management can not deprive the members of the 
union the privilege conferred on the protected workmen by simply sleeping over the matter. 

Rule 61 of the Industrial Disputes (Punjab) Rules, 1958 lays down the procedure with regard to the 
protected workmen . The provisions of Rule 61 are as under : 

(1) Every registered trade union connected with an industrial establishment, to which the Act 

applies, shall communicate to the employer, before the 30th September, every year, the names 
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and addresses of such of the officers of the union who are employed in that establishment 
and who , in the opinion of the union , should be recognised as " protected workmen " . Any 
change in the incumbency of any such officer shall be communicated to the employer by the 
union within fifteen days of such change . 


(2 ) The employer shall, subject to section 33 , sub - section (4 ) recognise such workmen to be " protec 

ted workmen " for the purposes of sub -section (3 ) of the said section and communicate to the 
union , in writing within fifteen days of the receipt of the names and addresses under sub 
rule (1), the list of workmen recognised as protected workmen . 


(3 ) Where the total number of names received by the employer under sub - rule ( 1) exceeds the 

maximum number of protected workmen , admissible for the establishment, under section 33, 
sub -section (4 ) the employer shall recognise as protected workmen only such maximum 
number of workmen . 


Provided that where there is more than one registered trade union in the establishment, the maxi 

mum number shall be so distributed by the employer among the unions that the numbers 
of recognised “ protected workmen " in individual unions bear roughly the same proportion 
to one another as the membership figures of the unions. The employer shall in that case 
intimate in writing to the President or the Secretary of the union the number of protected 
workmen allotted to it : 


Provided further that where the number of protected workmen allotted to a union under this sub 

rule falls short of the number of officers of the unions seeking protection, the union shall be 
entitled to select the officers to be recognised as protected workmen . Such selection shall be 
made by the union and communicated to the employer within five days of the receipt of the 
employer s letter. 


(4 ) When a dispute arises between an employer and any registered trade union whether a parti 

cular workman should be recognised as a protected workman or not the dispute shall be 
referred to the Conciliation Officer concerned for decision . An appeal against the decision 
of the Conciliation Officer shall lie to the Labour Commissioner, Punjab , whose decision 
thereon shall be final. 


It is true that under sub -rule (2 ) it is for the employer to communicate to the union in writing within 
15 days of the receipt of the names and addresses of the workmen who are to be recognised as protected workmen , 
but the question for determination is what is the effect if the employees fails to perform this statutory duty 
which is cast upon him by the rules. Sub Rule (4) deals with the contingency where a dispute arises between 
the employer and any registered union on the question whether a particular workman should or should not be 
recognised as a protected workman . This sub- rule provides that where there is such a dispute it shall be re 
ferred to the Conciliation Officer concerned for decision . There is also a provision for an appeal against the deci 
sion of the Conciliation Officer to the Labour Commissioner and it has been laid down that the decision of the 
Labour Commissioner in the matter would be final. Thus we see that the management have not been given an 
absolute right to reject out-right the name of any workman who are to be treated as a protected workmen . In 
case the management have any objection against any workman who is to be treated as a protected workman 
they are expected to give their reasons for the same and if the union does not accept the objection of the mana 
gement then the decision rests with the Conciliation Officer and if any party is not satisfied with the decision of 
the Conciliation Officer, it can appeal to the Labour Commissioner whose decision would be final. Thus a duty 
was cast_upon the management to inform the union what objection they had against the inclusion of the name 
of Shri Punj as a protected workman and if the union was not satisfied with the reasons given by the manage 
meat it could refer the dispute to the Conciliation Officer. 

In this case the President of the Good year Employees Union Regd ., Ballabgarh vide his letter dated 27th 
March , 1968 copy Ex . W.W.4/3 addressed to the Registrar of Trade Union State of Haryana Chandigarh sent 
list of the members of the Executive Committee of the union and Shri D.C. Punj whose name appears at serial 
No. 2 of the list was designated as Senior Vice - President and it is further mentioned that the workman whose name 
appeared from serial No. 1 to 7 are to be considered as protected members of the union . A copy of this letter was 
also sent to the management ofGood year India Ltd., Ballabgarh . The management did not even bother to inti 
mate to the union as to whether they did or did not accept the workmen whom the union desired to be treated 
as protected workman . The management simply wrote a letter copy Ex. W.W. 4/4 to the Registrar of the Trade 
Union intimating that the union is trying to include members of the management ( i.e. non workmen ) in their union / 
office bearers group . In para No. 4 of this letter it is stated that Shri Punj is a Shift Foreman drawing salary ex 
ceeding Rs 500 P.M. and has been entrusted with mangerial and administrative responsibilities and therefore he 
was not a workman as defined in clause (s ) of Section 2 of the Industrial Disputes Act . The management know this 
position was not correct and Sh . Punj was a special assignment. A copy of this letter was sent to (1) 
the Labour Commissioner, Haryana , Chandigarh , (2 ) Conciliation Officer, Faridabad , ( 3) Labour Inspector, 
Faridabad . The Labour Commissioner, Haryana , in reply to the letter sent to him wrote to the management that 
under the Trade Unions Act and the regulations made thereunder, his department was pot competent to interfere 
in the matter and if the management had any objection they could file an application before the Conciliation Officer 
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under Rule 61(4 ) of the Industrial Disputes (Punjab ) Rules, 1958. The Labour Commissioner, Haryana, for 
warded the copy of this letter to General Secretary of the Goodyear Employees Union , Ballabgarh . It appears 
that the management did not take any further action on receipt of the reply from the Labour Commissioner , 
Haryana and forgot all about this matter . Since the copy of the letter written by the management was not endorsed 
to the union by any body, the union had no means of knowing what objections the management had to the inclusion 
of the name of Shri D.C. Punj in the list of the protected workman and all that they came to know was that their 
Labour Commissioner had advised the management to file an objection against the inclusion of the name of Shri 
D.C. Punj in the list of the protected workman to the Conciliation Officer. In view of the omission of the manage 
ment to take any further action in the matter as advised by the Labour Commissioner, the union could reasonably 
persume that the management did not wish to press their objections to the inclusion of the name of Shri D. C. 
Punj in the list of the names of the protected workman . 

The President of Goodyear Employees Union has submitted that in the past also the management have 
never communicated in writing to the union the names of the workmen who were to be recognised as protected 
workmen and the list of the names submitted by the union was considered to be accepted because if the manage 
ment had any objection , that objection was communicated to the union . The President has been examined as 
W.W.4 and has stated that in March , 1966 he was elected as President of the union and he sent list of five work 
men who were the office bearers of the union and the union desired than to be treated to protected workmen . 
The management did not intimate in writing their acceptance of these workmen as protected workmen but in fact 
they were treated as protected workmen by managenient because when they wanted to impo se punishment on 
three workmen namely Sarvshri Khushinder Singh , ( President), Y.P. Sahni, and S.M , Nanda out of these five 
protected workmen , an application wasmade for permissionto take action against them . The President has stated 
that on 2nd September, 1966 another list of the office bearers of the union was given to the management and the 
management raised an objection against the inclusion of the names of the two office bearers. The Conciliation 
Officer called both the parties and the union agreed to withdraw the names of the two workmen against whom 
the objection had been raised . The President has further stated that thereafter they have been furnishing the list 
of the office bearers of the union to the management and they never raised any objection against the inclusion of the 
name of any office bearer, nor did they ever communicate in writing their acceptance of these names. This 
evidence of the Presidenthas not been questioned in cross examination and in view of the past practice of the manage 
ment in not communicates in writing their acceptance of the names of the workmen who were to be treated 
as protected workmen , I am of the opinion that the submission of the complainant that the bonafide believed that 
the management have accepted him as a protected workmen is correct. 


The learned representative of the management has argued that mere omission on the part of the management 
to object to the inclusion of any name in the list of the workmen would not automatically make him a protected 
workmen because sub -rule (2 ) of Rule 61 contemplates a positive act on the part of the employer that is to comm 
unicate to the union in writing the names and addresses of the workmen who are to be recognised as a protected 
vorkmen and therefore unless the employer communicates in writing his acceptance of the names of the 
workmen who are to be treated as protected workmen , the workmen concerned can not get any benefit 
which is conferred on the protected workmen . In support of this contention reliance has been placed upon a 
Authority cited as 1963- Supreme Court 1756. Al page 1758 para 2 it has been observed by their Lordship of the 
Supreme Court that " the Labour Court has held that according to the rules framed by the Government of West 
Bengal as to the recognition of protected workmen there inust be some positive action on the part of the employer 
in regard to the recognition of an employee as a protected workman before he could claim to be protected work 
men for the purpose of section 33. Nothing has been shown to us against this view . In the absence therefore of 
any evidence as to the recognition , the Labour Court rightly held that the appellant was not a protected workman 
and therefore previous permission under section 33( 3) of the Acl would not be necessary before his dismissal" . 

I have carefully gone through the authority cited above and in my opinion this authority is distinguishable 
because in the instant case there is evidence that the past practice of the management has been not to communicate 
to the union in writing, their acceptance of the names of the workman who were to be recognised as protected 
workmen and inspite of this omission on their part they have been treating them as protected workmen . 

Further the instant case is all the more strong because even in these proceedings the management liave 
not alleged that they had anything against the complainant on account ofwhich they did not desire that he should 
be treated as a protected workman . The management were not prepared to accept him as protected workman 
because they wrongly thought that the complainant did not fall within the definition of a workmen as given in 
clause (s) of section 2 of the Industrial Disputes Act and for this reason he could not be treated as a protected 
workman . The question as to whether the complainant was or was not a workman has been discussed in detail 
under issue No. 3 and it has been held that he was a workman from the time he was put on special assignment. 
Shri L.E. Schlosser , PersonnelManager of the respondent concern admits in his evidence that he was transferred to 
Faridabad factory in April , 1968 and when he came to Faridabad the applicant that is Shri Punj was on special 
assignment. We have already seen that the union desired Shri Punj to be treated as a protected 
workman vide their letter dated 27th March , 1968 copy Ex . W.W.4/3. Thus it is clear that at the time the union 
desired that Shri Punj be treated as a protected workman he was not working as a foreman but was on special 
assignment and he continued on this special assignment till his services were terminated on 20th December , 1968 . 
The management also gave no opportunity to the complainant or to the union to contect the action of the 
management refusing to accept him as a protected workman . It was obligatory on the part of the management to 
inform the union whether they had accepted the list of the workmen who were to be recognised as protected 
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workmen and if not why not. Certainly the management cannot take advantage of their own default. For all 
these reasons, I hold that the complainant must be treated as a protected workman and the termination of 
his services without obtaining the prior permission of this Tribunal was not in order and he is entitled to be rein 
stated to his previous job with continuity of service and full back wages. 


Dated the 31st March , 1970 . 


P. N. THUKRAL , 

Presiding Officer, 
Industrial Tribunal, Haryana , 

Faridabad. 


Dated the 3rd April, 1970 


No. 562, Forwarded (four copies ) to the Secretary to Government, Haryana , Labour and Employment 
Departments, Chandigarh , as required under section 15 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 


P.N. THUKRAL , 


Dated the 31st March , 1970 . 


Presiding Officer , 
Industrial Tribunal, Haryana , 

Faridabad. 


, B.L . AHUJA , Secy. 


राजस्व विभाग 


कारीजन्डा 


दिनांक 7 अप्रैल , 1970 


क्रमांक 807- III - 70/8031.- हरियाणा सरकार के राजस्व विभाग के अधिसूचना , जो कि क्रमांक 860- III-69/ 
856 4,दिनांक 22 अप्रैल , 1969 के द्वारा जारी हुई थी , में क्रम संख्या 7 व 20 से मामने गांव कालम के नीचे क्रमश : 
ववोत व गनार की जगह धधोत व गनयार , क्र ० सं ० 19 व 22 के मामने " जागीरदार का नाम " कालम के नीचे 
क्रमशः जामती राम व परसा राम की जगह बमती राम व घड़मा राम नथा क्र सं . 15 के मामने " वर्ष /फसल 
नव मे जागीर दी गई " कालम के नीचे "रवी " 1965 की जगह "खरीफ " ममझा जाये । 


दिनांक 9 अप्रैल , 1970 


कमक 1671 [[ -708248. -श्री गाम सुख , पुत्र श्री मजलम , निवामो गाव बुराहेड़ी , तहसील चर्बी दादरी , जिला 
महेन्द्रगढ़ को मृत्यु के परिणामस्वरूप हरियाणा के राज्यपाल पूरी पंजाब जंगी मार अधिनियम, 1948 की धारा 4 के अन्तर्गत प्रदान की 
मा भक्तियों का प्रयोग करते हुए सहर्ष आदेश देते है कि श्री शाम सुख की मलिक 140 रुपये की आगीर, जो कि उसे संयुक्त 
पंजाब सरकार की अधिसूचना क्रमांक 11429 जे एन IIT - 65 9924, दिनांक 1 दिसम्बर , 1965 द्वारा मंजर की गई थी , अब 
श्रीमती धन कौर , विधवा श्री शाम मुम्ब के नाम खरीफ , 1967 से मंजूर की पाती है । इन अधिकारों का प्रयोग मनद में दी 
गई शतों के अन्तर्गत किया जायेगा । 


गरचरण सिंह बिन्दरा , अवर सचिव 
FOREST DEPARTMENS 

The 9th April , 1970 
No. 2499 - FAHII - 70 / 8503. - The Governor of Haryana is pleased to relieve Shri Kastur Lal 
Malik , IFS , Deputy Conservator of Forests (Headquarters) from the additiona charge of the Working 
Plan and Research Division , Pinjore, entr . sted to him vide Haryana Government , Forest Department 
Notification No. 8277- FAHII -69/27115, dated the 18th Novemher, 1969 . 

2. The Governor of Haryana is further pleased to appoint shri Nitya N..nd Sharma , HFSII as 
the Divisional Forest Officer, Working Plan and Research Division . Pinjore , with mmediatè effect . 

VINEET NAYYAR , 

Secy. 


-. 


